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SERBIAN-RUSSIAN RELATIONS IN CHORAL
CHURCH MUSIC OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY"

ABSTRACT: In this study I am concerned with Russian and Serbian choral church
music. Two Slavic traditions of church singing, both with the Byzantine roots, initially
developed as monodies; over the centuries they acquired polyphonic attire — the former since
the 17 century, and the latter only since the 1830s.

In the nineteenth century, at a time when polyphonic singing was just entering the
liturgical practice of the Serbian Church, Russian choral music already had a rich, two
centuries-long history and it was entering a new stage of development. Therefore, in this
study, my analytical approach is primarily directed towards two different fields of church and
artistic creativity, dependent on different cultural and historical terms and conditions. I have
attempted to overview these two different dynamics of development by explaining certain
aspects of the treatment of monodic church chant in Russian and Serbian choral compositions
of the nineteenth century. | have also tried to raise questions about certain relationships and
the points of direct contacts between these two traditions.

KEY WORDS: choral church music, chant, Russian and Serbian tradition, relations,
influences.

An overview of the exceptional wealth of musical material, as well as

selected musicological, analytical and theoretical literature on Russian choral
church music of the nineteenth century, paints a picture of a widely ramified
network of different approaches to church music composition during this
period. In essence, it is possible to observe several key trends in this dynamic
developmental phase: 1) domination of the free, authorial approach to church
music composition, 2) choral arrangements of the Kievan, Greek, Bulgarian
and pridvorny chants, 3) an increased interest in the ancient, znamenny chant as
a basis for Russian choral composition. This line of development is principally

* This paper was written as a part of the project Serbian Musical Identities within Local and

Global Frameworks: Traditions, Changes, Challenges (ON 177004), funded by the Ministry of
Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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associated with the composers of the so-called “German—Petersburg” and
the new “Moscow” period (GARDNER 1978). However, one observes a lot
of variety within the aforementioned basic stylistic directions that appeared
simultaneously, chronologically intertwined, and many authors gave creative
contributions to different stylistic directions.

In the first decades of the nineteenth century Russian choral music was
composed freely, without reliance on national ecclesiastical chant, which made
it alien to the original character of Russian liturgical music. Creative freedom
and expansion of expression reflected in the genre of spiritual concert in the
past, inspired composers to create separate liturgical songs as free compositions.
Such a creative course, predominantly developed under German influence,
was taken by the composers of the “Petersburg school”, whose main exponent
was Aleksei L’vov, while his followers included Gavriil I. Lomakin, Mihail P.
Strokin, Pavel M. Vorotnikov, Nikolai I. Bakhmetev and Vasilii I. Vinogradov.

Even during this period of dominance of freely composed choral church
music, the necessity to preserve the prosody of the Church Slavonic text in
spiritual compositions was already evident. A. L’vov wrote in great detail
on that issue in his theoretical treatise “On free and asymmetrical rhythms”
(L'vov 1876). As a composer, L.'vov gave primacy to the expressive language
of German harmony in a majority of his spiritual compositions, but the rhythm
was subordinated to the prosodic pace of liturgical texts.

The composers who followed the aforementioned stylistic direction mostly
wrote separate fixed songs from the liturgy and the All-night vigil, or holiday hymns.
The harmony of Protestant chorales and musical dramaturgy of German Romanticism
have been identified as the main features of the German—Petersburg style.

Example 1. Gavriil I. Lomakin, B» namsme ¢bunyro (Communion Hymn), T. 1-8
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Simultaneously with the increasing importance of freely composed
works, already in the early nineteenth century one observes an interest among
Russian composers towards the revival of the native chanting style and the
original liturgical chants. Aiming to preserve the liturgical text, composers were
increasingly opting for the harmonization of “constitutional” i.e. canonically
prescribed church melodies,! instead of imitative polyphony, frequently employed
in the earlier period. Some of the first composers who treated church chants in
such way were Dmitrii S. Bortnianskii and Pétr I. Turchaninov, followed by the
representatives of the “Petersburg school”, in particular A. L’vov, Leonid D.
Malashkin, G. Lomakin and N. Bakhmetev. The simplified variants of Kievan,
Greek and Bulgarian chants, suitable for simple harmonic arrangements, were
used for harmonization.? The chant was usually preserved in the highest part (or in
the tenor part, while the highest part would accompany the chant in parallel thirds
or sixths), while the other parts were providing simple harmonic accompaniment.

Example 2. A. L’vov, Jocmoiino ecmo (It is Truly Meet), Russian Greek chant, bars 1-3
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! The term “constitutional” singing, “constitutional” melody refers to the church singing that strictly
obeys melodic formulae and the system of canonic, traditional, historical Russian chants (the znamenny,
Kievan, Greek and Bulgarian).

2 In the Russian manuscripts with linear square notation that have been preserved to this day, aside
from the Kievan chant, the Greek, Bulgarian and Serbian rospev were separately marked. These chants
emerged in the seventeenth century as a fruit of collaboration between the monasteries and monks from
Ukraine on the one hand and the Greek, Bulgarian and Serbian monks from Mount Athos on the other
hand. Compare [1eTPOBUR 1992: 17-24.
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With the establishment of the so-called pridvorny chant (a specific mixture
of the Kievan, Greek and znamenny chants), there was also a tendency towards
unification of church singing throughout the entire Russia, following the
example of the Court’s singing chapel in St. Petersburg. A. L’vov supervised
the recording and editing of the entire liturgical cycle of songs for four-part choir
and compiled the Obikhod notnovo tserkovnovo peniya [ The Common book of
musical church singing], as sung at the Imperial Court. The entire content of the
Obikhod soon entered the liturgical practice of Russian Church, in spite of the
stylistic profile of its choral setting which was based on the harmony of German
Protestant chorales. The Obikhod also contained freely composed songs and
loosely recorded constitutional songs. Moreover, the chants were sometimes
modified in order to achieve harmonic progressions that were in accordance
with the rules of Western music theory.

In the mid-nineteenth century, the metropolitan of Moscow Filaret, fearful
of the widespread acceptance of foreign, secular influences, pointed to the
discrepancy between the Petersburg pridvorny Obikhod and the authentic
Russian tradition of liturgical singing. Several authors pointed to the necessity to
return to the ancient Russian tradition and to study (both in theory and practice)
the musical nature of znamenny chant and other constitutional chants (Kievan,
Greek, Bulgarian). The leading initiator of a return to the ancient Russian
liturgical and musical heritage was Prince Vladimir F. Odoevskii with a circle
of like-minded supporters, among them Dmitrii V. Razumovskii, Vladimir V.
Stasov and Stepan V. Smolenskii.

More than anything, the idea of a return to the ancient chants implied the
change of tonal system. By means of analyzing selected compositions, it was
observed that the basis of the harmonic setting of choral compositions was
found in the very profile of a church melody, and not in the rules of Western
harmony, as it had been the case in the previous period (GULIANICKAIA 1995).
The crucial practical turnover towards that goal was accomplished by the
members of the “Moscow school”, represented by composers such as Milii
A. Balakirev, Nikolai Rimskii-Korsakov, Aleksandr D. Kastalskii, Pavel G.
Chesnokov, Dmitrii V. Alemanov, Nikolai . Kompaneiskii, Pétr I. Chaikovskii,
Aleksandr T. Grechaninov, Mikhail M. Ipolitov-Ivanov, Vasilii S. Kalinikov and
Sergei V. Rakhmaninov. In this period, the variants of old chants (znamenny,
demestvenny, Kievan) were chosen as foundations for choral compositions,
and an important departure from the mannerisms of the German—Petersburg
style was achieved by some profound changes musical means: modal harmony
supported the melodic basis more appropriately and eliminated the need for
modifications of the original church melody for the sake of harmonization —
hence the “constitutional” melody was preserved without any changes; the
strict four-part texture of the Petersburg school was replaced with frequent
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voice-doubling, three-part textures and even an unison that would sometimes
flourish into chords; the omission of an interval of third, i.e. the “empty” open
fifth was allowed; in certain circumstances, parallel fifths were also permitted;
the auxiliary chords (trichords, block chords) were often used; the chant no
longer had to be in the highest part — it was frequently found in inner parts or
in the bass part, accompanied with thirds and sixths; the setting of a chant was
considered an “interpretation” rather than a “harmonization”;the wholeness of
the text, meter and punctuation was aimed for; finally, the repetition of syllables
that had frequently occurred in earlier free compositions, was now avoided
(GARDNER 1978: 500).

Example 3. Pavel G. Chesnokov, Xeanume ums I 'ocnoone (Praise the Name of Lord),
Op. 11 no. 5, bars 1-4

Sunmcinore pocmess, .. YECHOKOBA
i Op 11 NeS.

During this period, the increase of artistic value of compositions based on
ancient chants also reduced the dichotomy between freely composed works and
simple harmonizations of church melodies. The most striking example of a new
creative approach to church chants is Sergei Rakhmaninov’s A/l-Night Vigil.
According to numerous critics, Rakhmaninov’s Vigil presents the most complex
reworking of ancient Russian church melodies. The composer demonstrates an
exceptional mastery in preserving all characteristics of the znamenny, Greek and
Kievan chants, as seen in the individual numbers of the Vigil with their complex
polyphony of vivid soloist and choral parts. This work marked the beginning
of a new stage of Russian choral art and opened an issue of the relationship
between liturgical and non-liturgical sacred music.
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In Serbian liturgical practice, multipart singing has only been present
since the 1830s, and it was developed within a much more modest context (as
compared to the Russian one). An impulse to introduce multipart choral singing
into church originated from the experiences of Serbian bourgeoisie who lived at
the territories of the Habsburg monarchy and who were well acquainted with the
musical life of major cities such as Vienna, Trieste and Pest, but also with the
practice of multipart singing in Russian church; therefore, they desired richer
musical experiences in Serbian churches too (PETROVIC 1982). The first attempts
at multipart singing were found at the area that belonged to the Metropolitanate
of Karlovei, i.e. in the towns of Sremski Karlovci (1834), Timisoara (1836),
Pancevo, Novi Sad, Pest, Arad (1838), Kotor (1839), as well as Trieste, Vienna,
Petrinja, Karlovac, Pakrac and Zemun.

Due to the direct contacts of certain individuals with Russian music
practice, individual works from the entire corpus of Russian choral church
music entered the repertoire of the first Serbian choirs. Upon his return from
Russia Pavle Radivojevi¢, the first conductor of the Pancevo Serbian Church
Choral Society and a teacher of choral singing in Pan¢evo and Belgrade, brought
with him a multitude of Russian scores. The Society would often perform the
“Russian liturgy” and the Liturgy by Bortnianskii-Davidov at their Sunday
and holiday services (ToMANDL 1938). The works by Bortnianskii, Davidov,
Archangelskii, L’vov, Malashkin, Chaikovskii, also formed a substantial part
of the choral repertoire that the Society performed in concerts. A particular
practice established in Pancevo that has continued to the present day consisted
of performances of concert (i.e. non-liturgical) works at the Easter Friday service
(the repertoire contained works by Serbian composers, as well as Bortnianskit,
Malashkin and Archangelskif).?

Another important collection of choral works of Russian church music
is preserved at the Library of the Serbian Orthodox Municipality in Trieste.
The citizens of Trieste, among them some wealthy merchants as well as those
who had family ties with Russia, would obtain individual copies of scores
from Petersburg. This musical material that comprised works by Maksim S.
Berezovskii, Bortnianskii, Turchaninov, L’vov, Bakhmetev, also represents
an important testimony on the work of Giuseppe and Francesco Sinico who
wrote liturgical church music for the Serbian church in Trieste, inspired by
Russian liturgical songs (see: MIHALEK 1987; PETROVIC 1989). Aside from
liturgical choral songs written after Russian models, there are examples of
liturgies in which the entire numbers by Russian composers, most frequently
by Bortnianskii, were simply copied (ToMANDL 1938).

3 See: Beuepre na Benuxu [leitiax iio ipaduyuju CeeitioyciienckoZ xpama y Ianuegy. Tlpup. Mp
Bepa Lapuna. [Tanueso: [lanueBauko cpricko LpKBEHO neBayko aApyiTso, 2010.
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Liturgical songs for the services in Serbian Orthodox churches were also
written by other lesser known musicians, both Serbian and foreign, such as
Benedikt Randhartinger and Gottfried Preyer in Vienna, Weiss von Barenfells in
Petrinja, Aleksandar Morfidis-Nisis in Novi Sad, Nikola Durkovi¢ in Pancevo
(PETROVIC 1982). A majority of these songs were freely composed, without relying
upon traditional Serbian church chants. Some known facts on the activities of two
composers who made first attempts at harmonizing Serbian church chants also point
to some Russian models. The fact that Nikola Purkovié took part in the premiere
of Francesco Sinico’s Liturgy in Trieste (1840) points to the possibility that the
young Serbian musician was Sinico’s disciple, i.e. that he could have received
some mediated knowledge on the compositional techniques employed by Russian
authors (compare: MIHALEK 1987). An example of borrowing from Russian choral
works has been found in the four-part Liturgy by Spiridon Trbojevi¢, a church
musician who worked in Timisoara, Karlovac and Zagreb. The manuscript of this
work contains numerous harmonizations of Serbian traditional chants, but also a
Cherubic Hymn by an unknown Russian author (PETROVIC 2002).

Still, a precondition for the acceptance of multi-part singing was strict: the
choral setting had to be based on Serbian church chant. This basic requirement
was issued by Serbian patriarch Josif Rajaci¢ who, in the mid-nineteenth century,
encouraged and supervised the pioneering effort by Kornelije Stankovi¢ to write
down Serbian church chants and to harmonize them for a four-part choir. As a
student of Simon Sechter, Stankovi¢ approached this task guided by the rules of
Western classical harmony, but he also obeyed the strict instructions to preserve
original Serbian chant (BINGULAC 1985). In all of Stankovi¢’s harmonizations,
the church chant is preserved unchanged in the soprano part, while other voices
provide simple homophonic accompaniment.

Example 4. Kornelije Stankovi¢, I'ocnoou eo33saxw (Stichera on Lord, I have cried),
Tone 1V, bars 1-12
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The first composer to follow in Stankovi¢’s footsteps, Tihomir Ostojié,
retained a similar approach to church chants when creating choral liturgical
songs. A philologist by education, professor of literature and church singing at
the Serbian Great Gymnasium in Novi Sad, he collected and harmonized Serbian
church chants for his students. Just like Stankovi¢, Ostoji¢ kept the chant in
the highest part of the choral setting, while the other parts complemented the
harmonic design, also outlined in the bass part.

Some important novelties were introduced by Stevan Stojanovié
Mokranjac. He received musical training in Munich, Rome and Leipzig and
was well acquainted with the techniques of Western vocal polyphony and the
Protestant chorale; therefore he approached church chants as a basis for rich
artistic invention. Having grown up with church music, Mokranjac respected the
need to preserve the original church chant and never disturbed its basic features
by employing overly complicated compositional means. Many of Mokranjac’s
arrangements of monodic folk tunes are distinguished by a free use of dynamics
and interpretative nuances, as well as introduction of a dialogue between male
and female voices, often in polyphonic contexts. The dramaturgy of a liturgical
text is musically illustrated with an expanded harmonic and textural setting.
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Example 5. Stevan Mokranjac, Tebe oobiowaioca
(Holy and Great Friday, Stichera Aposticha), bars 21-29
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A more substantial departure from the church chant is found in the sacred
works by Mokranjac’s contemporary Josif Marinkovi¢ who was educated in
Prague and Vienna. He wrote works in the spirit of Serbian church music, but
often without directly employing church chants or, at least, not in their entirety.
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Only in the twentieth century Serbian choral music acquired new freedoms
in the treatment of church chants. Educated in Budapest, Munich, Leipzig,
Vienna, Prague, Oxford, Paris, Serbian composers approached the chants by
employing a more advanced harmonic language, sometimes entirely abandoning
the spirit of folk melody. Thus the genre of sacred choral composition, bordering
on freely written music, distances itself from the liturgical framework and turns
into a genre suitable only for concert performances (compare DAKOVIC 2012).

* ok %

The meeting points between Serbian and Russian church music practices
in the second half of the nineteenth century can be identified on the side, as
individual activities, initiatives and personal contacts — by Kornelije Stankovic¢
and Stevan Mokranjac above all else. Aside from the circle of pan-Slavic
Viennese intellectuals who embraced German philosopher G. Herder’s idea on
the importance of preserving folklore tradition and the spirit of folk art, there
was another significant influence on Stankovi¢’s work on collecting Serbian
oral church tradition, that of a Russian priest and a Royal emissary in Vienna,
Mihailo Rajevski. It is possible that his ideas on Stankovi¢’s fulfillment of the
aforementioned task were influenced by the simultaneous activities of the Court
Chapel in Petersburg (namely, during that period, Alexei L’vov supervised the
harmonization of a vast body of church songs of the entire yearly circle). The
fact that, aside from Archpriest Rajevski and Balabin, the Russian representative
at the Viennese court, Alexei L’vov also attended Stankovi¢’s concerts in Vienna,
testifies on the possible exchanges of ideas and other types of influence (compare
RAnMANOVA 2006).

The question on the two composers’ employment of various compositional
devices while writing down and harmonizing chants is also interesting. Gardner
justifies the critique of Russian practice by pointing out that Greeks, Bulgarians
and Serbs alike critiqued the transfer of melodic peculiarities of all eight tones
of the Russian Octoechos into the major-minor system (GARDNER 1978: 330).
The same approach, and the difficulties that Kornelije Stankovi¢ ran into
whilst attempting to harmonize certain Serbian chants that he had recorded (in
particular the melodies of the fifth and the sixth mode), were a consequence
of his musical training within the strictures of the Western European system.
Nevertheless, the supervision by Patriarch Rajaci¢ and the Karlovac Archpriest
Atanasije Popovi¢, who checked the accuracy of Stankovi¢’s transcriptions,
confirmed that the melodies of Serbian chant did not lose their basic features
in a way that was, apparently, found in some of A. L’vov’s transcriptions.

With his idea on the return to the ancient chant, Prince Odoevskii, a great
Russian cultural activist and an intellectual of a superior artistic taste, helped
spread the national ideas among the Slavic people during the nineteenth century.
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He was actively interested in Stankovié¢’s work and invited the young composer to
publish his transcriptions of the Serbian Oktoechos in Russia. His activities aimed
towards the return of ancient Russian chants also inspired the historiographical,
theoretical and musicological research of S. Smolenskii. Whilst studying the
connections in the area of church singing among the Orthodox Slavic peoples,
in particular the Russians, Bulgarians and Serbs, Smolenskii paid great attention
to Stankovi¢’s work (compare RAHMANOVA 2006).

Thanks to Kornelije Stankovié, Russian musicians got acquainted with
Serbian chants, written down for the first time. Thus certain melodies and
harmonizations of the Serbian chant were used in several choral works by
Russian composers A. Kastalskii and A. Kastorskii (GARDNER 1987; SPONSEL
2006-2007; RAHMANOVA 2007).

There are testimonies on Stankovi¢’s attendances of liturgies at the Russian
Chapel during his studies in Vienna. Among the preserved manuscripts one finds
transcriptions of a Christmas stichera, based on the melody of a Russian chant,
with two harmonizations by Stankovic. This material presents a unique example
of a reworking of a Russian chant by a Serbian musician in the nineteenth
century. Aside from linguistic similarities (the Russian redaction of the Church-
Slavonic language had been used in the Serbian church since the mid-18%
century), there are musical similarities, mostly in terms of harmonic language,
between this Russian liturgical hymn and a large number of Serbian melodies
recorded by Stankovi¢. He also used some classical harmonic tools for his
interpretations of the melodies of Russian sixth tone. The fact that there exist
two versions of his harmonizations of the recorded stichera (in the first version,
the melody is harmonized by modulating from A minor to D major, and in the
other, from C major to D major) confirms that Stankovi¢ understood that there
were multiple ways to interpret the latent harmony of Russian chants.
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Example 6. Kornelije Stankovi¢, Crasa 6w ebiunbixs bory, Christmas stichera after the
Gospel, tone VI, a Russian chant harmonized, the Archive of SASA, Historical collection
no. 7888, vol. C (4), p. 22-23.
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An interesting topic for further research of Russian-Serbian musical
relationship in the nineteenth century, but also in the later period, are the contacts
that Stevan Mokranjac established with representatives of the Russian cultural
elite. Certainly the composer’s concert tours with the Belgrade Singing Society
in 1896 that took them to Petersburg, Nizhny Novgorod, Moscow and Kiev are
of particular importance. Several excellent reviews of their performances in
Petersburg and Moscow press testify to positive reception (see: EVDOKIMOVA
2014). Also the director of the Moscow Sinod Choir, St. Smolenskii, recorded
his overwhelmingly positive impressions (RAHMANOVA 2007: 14). Declaring
himself as one of Mokranjac’s biggest admirers, he spoke most favourably on
the Liturgy, in particular praising Mokranjac’s full knowledge of the essence of
its basic musical contents and liturgical function (MANOJLOVIC 1932: 184). From
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Smolenskii’s letters we learn about Mokranjac’s contacts with the renowned
Moscow publisher Jurgenson, who accepted a copy of Mokranjac’s Liturgy
for consideration. The scores of works by Russian composers, preserved
at the archive of the Belgrade Singing Society, testify to the importance of
Mokranjac’s contacts and collaborations for further spreading of Russian sacred
music in Serbian musical circles. The year when the Society toured Russia, as
well as the remaining few years of the nineteenth century, were marked by a
gradual introduction of compositions by Russian authors into the repertoire of
the Belgrade Singing Society (the works by Bortnianskii, Davidov, L’vov and
Malashkin).

The abundance of testimonies on the specifics of Russian and Serbian
choral church music practice and on individual meeting points between these two
traditions offer many opportunities for further investigations. This overview of
Russian-Serbian relations in the context of choral church music of the nineteenth
century, with a brief review of the basic traits of church chants and the ways how
they have been translated into the context of multi-part choral singing, presents
a basis for an understanding of Russian influences upon Serbian sacred choral
music of the twentieth century.
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Haiuawa Mapjanosuh

CPIICKO-PYCKE BE3E Y XOPCKOJ LIPKBEHOJ MY3ULHN XIX BEKA
Pesume

[Mpenmer ncTpaxknBarmay 0BOM paiy Ouiie cy pycka 1 cpricka TpaauLnja Xopeke HpKBeHe
my3uke y XIX BeKy, 1Ba pa3nuunTa nosba LPKBEeHO-yMETHUUKOT CTBApasIallTBa, Ca Pa3InuuTUM
JMHamMuKama passoja. [lokyuanu cMo na ux npencraBuMo Tymauehn mojesnHe acrneKkrTe Tper-
MaHa jeTHOMIaCHOT LPKBEHOT HareBa y Pyckoj, OAHOCHO CPICKOj XOpcKoj kommo3utuju XIX
BeKa. Y OBOM KOHTEKCTY, JIaT je KpaTrak OCBPT Ha CTBapallalliTBO KOMIIO3UTOpA PYCKe ,,leTep-
OypLike” 1 ,,MOCKOBCKe" LLIKOJIe, OHOCHO Mperie]] NaBHUX KapaKTepUCTHKA KOMIO3ULMOHUX
NoCTymnaka Kojuma cy npuderaBaiy cprcky kommnosutopn y XI1X Beky.

VY cprckoj My3HKOJIOIIKOj INTEPaTypu Y€CTO Ce TOBOPU O YTHIAjUMa PYCKe L[PKBEHE
MY3UKe Ha TPaaulijy CPICKOT XOPCKOT Mojama, ako MoryhHocT mpahemwa MmyTeBa OBHX
yTHLaja 10 caja HUCY MpeLn3Ho AeduHucane. Y pamy Cy OCBETJbeHA MUTamba O MOjeANHIM
JMPEeKTHUM Be3aMa M IOMMPHUM Taukama u3mel)y nsejy Tpaauimja. Mely kibyuHuM Taukama
MCTAaKHYTe Cy aKTUBHOCTH I0jeIMHALLA, Y IPUBATHUAM U 1poeCcOoHaTHUM Be3ama ca Pycujom,
Jiena PyCKMX ayTopa Ha penepTroapy CPICKUX XOpOBa, K0 M MHTEPECOBAE PYyCKUX KOMIO-
3UTOpA M MCTOpUYapa LPKBEHe My3HKe 3a TPaaMLMjy CPIICKOT T0jara Yy KOHTEKCTY MIUPHUX
UCTOPHjCKHX, KyITYPOJIOLIKMX 1 My3UKOJIOLIKIX NCTPAKHIBAIbA.

Kibyune peun: xopcka LpKBeHa My3HKa, PKBEHM HareB, pycka M Cpricka TpaauLiyja,
Be3€, YTULIAjH.
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